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In a field experiment it was testted whether teachers 
chctnqe their behavior when they receive student ratings as. feedback 
on their own behavior and on the behavior, of a fictitious ideal - 
-'-acher from the students' perspective. The researchers believed that 
theories of cognitive balance do not adequately explain such 
behavioral changes; therefore t\e Achievement Motivation theory was 
u^oa The test. The student ratings .referred to 14 modes of teacher 
behavior which, according to Berlyne's theory of epistimic curiosity, 
can be assumed to provoke curiosity behavior^on the part of the 
students. Forty-four German language teachers, teaching seventh to 
-enth grades, were assigned randomly to the experimental and control 
groups. The major hypothesis, that the teachers iiu^^^perimenr al 
qroup would approximate their behavior more to the ideal behavior 
^han the teachirs in the control group, was tested by the interaction 
in a +WO way analysis of variance with repeated .measures on one _ 
factoid. The effectiveness of feedback on the behavioral changes in 
fPachirs was not estimated as especially high. The teachers in the 
control group 'Changed for the worse, while , the teachers in the 
experimental group improved ojily -slightly as an average. It was 
assumed thax the" students /did not perceive their teachers in a very 
"accentuated" way, so that teachers would have to change their 
behavior to a large degree before students perceived it. It was 
recommended that teachers should use the feedback technique m 
combination with other methods. (SK) 
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ABSTRACT- 

In a field experiment it was tested whether .teachers- 
change their behavior when they^ receive student ratirigs^as 
feedback on the^^ir own pehavior and on the behavior of a 
fictitious ide^l teacher (from the students' perspective ) • 
Explanation of such behavioral changes iri the form of 
theories of cognitive balance, as suggested by various 
ojbher authors, has been criticized* As an alternative 
explanation the /^achievement Motivation Theory has been 
considered, from which a ;series of aciditiohaX hypotheses 
has been deduced. 

The student ratings referred to 1U modes of teacher 
benavior which could, according to Berlyne's tiieory of epi- 
stcmic cux^iosity, assumed 'to proroke curiority behavior^ 

on the part of students ^ 

It has been shown that the behavior of those teachers 
who received feedback approxTifiated highly significantly 
TOore -tin one item- the ideal behavior than did the behavior 
of teachers who received no feedback. Another item as well 
as the overall behavior (i.e^ all M{ items) came close to 
significance. The remaining hypotheses concerning achieve- 
ment motivation could not be confirmed* 

The items correlated to a larc^e extent signifi- 
cantly in the expected direption ,with students' self- ^ 
descriptions regarding their curiosity behavior. 



"iNTRODlfcTION 



As soon' as teachers become perrrfiihently incorporated " "* 

into the schoai structure, they have very few opportunities 

to change effectively their behavior. Often they -are aware 

of the inadequacies of their own behavior. ;In such cases,- 

current teacher education offers courses (behavioral 

training, micro teaching, minicourses etc.), method.s which 

are characterized by low accessibility, high effort on t he 

part of the organizers, and high costs for the parti oi- 

pants. All these. procedures rely on the important principle 

ti 

o*' feedback and' correction of one's behnvior by others. 
Gage -et al. (1960) have, for the first time", outlined a 
simple method of feedback that any teacher, at any time, 
can carry out, and that, moreover, transfers the corrective 
function to the student, the teacher's most important partner. 

Tnere is some empiric research on the" question of whether 
or not teachers change their behavior as a function of their 
students' feedback. Gage et al.(1960) instructed students 
in each class to judge their teachers '. behavior on a -rating 
scale (see also Gage, 197?). In addition, the students^ 
coaled the behavior of a fictitious ideal teacher on the 
same rating scale. After seve-al weeks, the teachers were 
atrain judged by the stuaents on the rating scale. It was 
r.hown that those teachers who received student ratinj^s as 
ff-edback changed- thei r behavior significantly more in the 
ai recti on of the ideoT teacher than d j d those teachers who 
(lid rot receive feedback. 
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This result has b.een replios^ted in another experiment 
with the ^aine design, in whi'ch^^^^^^^^^aS recfeiVed feedback' , 

from teachers (Daw and Gage, 1967). 

/ . ^ ' 

In 'J ' similar^ experiment by l^ickmaa and Oliver (1968) 

\ ' 

teachers received only student ratings on their actual 
behavior. As a result, the teachers changed their behavior 
in the direction of the positive end-oF the rating sc^le.. 

Centra (1973gi) arrives at somewhat modified resjUlts*^ 
Behavioral changes took place only in ''those teachers who 
in a sel'^^-report rated themselves better than they were 
rated by their ' students* ' . . ^ ^ 

. Negative results are reported by Bartz (1973). In 
this case, however, it was the ^^upcrintGndant. v;ho 
received the feedback. 

A case study of four teache^rs (Edwards, 1973) suggests 
that an int^^raction between relatively JLong-t'^erm ^teacher 
characteristics and the feedb eck treatment has to be . 
considered when predicting feedback 'effects. 

THEORETICAL EXPLANATION OP THE 
BEHAVIORAL CHANGES AND HYPOTHESES 

Gage Vt al. (1960J did not limit themselves to the 
investigation of a purely praxeological question, but also 
proposed an explanatory model for the process. They, as well 
as the authors of 'subsequent experiments, have deduced the 
hypothesis, that teachers change their behavior as a result 
.of discrepant feedback, from various theories of cognitive 
balance (e.g. Heider, 1 9611.) . According to theses-theories. 



cognitive imbalance arises for teachers when they learn 
through feedbaelt that their actual .behavior does not 
correspond to ideal teagljer behavigr as perceived by stu- 
dents. Positive self- judgment is then' dissonant with nega- 
tive student judgment. Since individuals strive for copni- 
tive balance, teachers will change their behavior in such 
a way as to* correspond to ideal behavior* 

A somewhat modified deduction is. presented by Centra 
(197Td)\ which need not be detailed in this context. 

There is, however, no empiric evidence f.or the validv- 
ty of these^ theories. 

Moreover, in our ooinion the theories on cognitive 
balance arrive a^ false pr^diotions in the fx^J-lowing two 
cases: assuming that a teacher judges himselT negatively 
in regard to a specific teaching style, and that the 
^^''tudents, too, judge this teachinc; style negatively ; in 
that case there is no co.trnitive imbalance, because both 
teacher self rating and student rating are' negative . 
Consequently, according to the thebrie-s on cognitive 
balance, no behavioral changes will take place^ The 
teacher, though, can change 'his' behavior , and he will-^o 
it exactly when he (-as well as the students) holds the 
ideal behavior as desirable,.^ • ^ 

A different case^can be made for cognitive dissonance. 
Despite imbalance the teachor will not change hia behavior, 
when the ideal behavior is not in consonance with his level 
. of asp-^ .Ttion. . ' . 
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Hence, it results that the behavioral changes have tb 
be explained by a theoVy which fchematlzes the variable _ • 
"Level of A-spiration" . The Achievement Motivation Theory 
can.be regarded in -this light. HeckMausen (19'65) 'defines 
achievement motivation as "the tend|ncy--to increase or 
maintain as high as possible onfe • s personaL ability in 
all those activities in which^one regard^ a standard of ux- 

lionceas binding and whose execution c^n therefore 
succeed or fail". The actual achi evement -motivation 
consists of a discrepancy between a present an,d an anti- 
cipated state. * Such a discrepancy (between the 

actual and the ideal behavior) is induced by feedback; 
and it\s balanced by aporoximating'^ the actual behavior to, 
the ideal behavior. * ^ 

Our major hyopthesis reads as follows: 
(1) A discrepant feedback induces -a-chi evement motivation;- 
and the increased effort connected with achievement moti-_ 
vation leads to behavioral onanges. 

In order to examine «^ringently the intervening , 
variable of this hypothesis one would have to compare the 
actual achievement motivation betweeri teachers with ^nd 
without feedback. The on V instrument presently available 
to measure actualized achievement motivation is the J AT. 
Because^of primarily t'echnic6l reasons we unfortunately 
. had to refrain from administering the TAT to the teachers 
of our sample. Thus the mediating mechanism coulci not De 
subjected to a direct- attempt at falsification. 



, Nevertheieas'it is ooSsible- m our exper-iment. to - - 

< . • ■' .. . . ■ 

t^est some hyp JthQsSs thai follow from achievement mo'tiyatiofl • 

s ^ » *• 

theory* Such hypothes^ea Qan ejcplain the fact that feedback , 

is effective onl^r with^certain feachers and certain items. 

" According to Heckhausen ( 1 965) ' definition, achievement 

motivation sets in when^a binding standard of excellence 

is present for a specific behavior, i*^. when a specific 

, excailenqo 

benavioral' go-al is aspired^ The liability of the , standarci oi 

can be conceived as a characteristic of the teacher as well 

* \ 
as of the item. Hence our second hypothesis follows: 

(?.a) A teacher changes his behavior the more, the more 

desirable the ideal behavior (defined by the students^ 

perspective) is for him. « , 

(2.b) ; teacher cljanges his behavior more in items of^high standard 

of excellence than in items of low-standard of excellence. 

'Another condition for the occurrence of achievement ' ^ 

motivation is t'he discrepancy between a present and an anti- 

cipaxted state. TeacheriJ perceive feedback as dis- ^ 

crepant^ only when /their judgment of their"-own actual' 

behavior corresponds with the students* judgment, or at ^ 

least is npt more positive than the latter. This leads to 

the third hypothesis, whioh again refers to>teacher and ^/ 

item characteristJicr. : 

'(\.a) Thfl more a teacher believes to be. correctly judged 
bv his students, the more he will .change his behavior, 
(^•b) A teacher cWanges ^is behavior in item§, in -Which he 
believes himself to be Correctly judged, more than in itcmfi 
in which he does not believe himseir to be correctly .iudpod. ^ 
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. Achievement motivation and' thus the effort inv^stftd^ . ^ ^ 
in an activity depends not only on situataonal vari:8fbles 
but -kl36 on-the -re lacively * iQng-term achievement moj^iye'. 
Consequently our^ I'ourth hypothesis reads as' follows:. 
(Ij.) High scorers- in achievement motive change their 
t^ehavior more than low scorers..^ , ■ . 

^Achievement motivation is induced only when the solution 
or. non-solution of tasks permits an inferience- about one's 
own ability. This ability ^n be^tested optimally only on 
tasks of medium difficulty, since in^ such taslis it is 
, obvious to attribute the solution/non-solution to one's , 
own abnity and/or effort_ (internal a'ttributionK On the 
'contrary, the solution/non-solution ofi^very difficult or 
•very easy tasks is more likely ^to be- attributed to/ta^ 
difficulty and/or chance, in any case .externally (Weiner, . 

197?). V ■ V .-. ■ ' - • ■ 

' 'cMoreover the tendency to prefer medium difficult tasks. 

and to try hardest on them depends on the' long-term 
achievemen.t motive .{Atkinson, 196U), Hence the three parts 

* * 

/of the "fifth hypothesis: ■ 
(5. a) High scorers in achievqment. '"otivo change, their ^ 
behavior more .on" items of medium dKficulty (in or-d^r to 
realize the ideal behavior) "than* on items of . high or low 

difficulty.. " " , . 

i^.b) Low scorers in achiovenient motive change their 
behavior lese. on items orwedium di^iculty than on' item.s 
of low or high difficulty. 

(5.c) High scorprs ia achiovoiiiont ' motivo change their 
* behavior more-bn items of me^dium difficulty than do low 
fjcorors. - v • - , • 
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In hypotheses (5. a) and-CV.b) one has eo consider ^ ■ 
that* the .predictions are wrong to, the extent to which . • 
*be)iavior4l changes- are determined by the dif^ioulty of v 

* * * ^ 

realizing 'the, id«al -behaViOT> In this' case behavior:a-L ' ' 

ohailges- depend not on the -effort connected with medium taslc . '^^ 
difficultyf^feu^ on the obj6?ctiv"e task difficulty. "Sinoe^ • 
one can assume that Objective and . sub jfectiv;e' levels of 
difficulty coryeTate, iin such a case VheJgreatGst behavior-al . 
•Changes will occuV in items with subjectively .(and- obiect- • 
'ively) low levels of di^ff i :!ulty . . ^ . . ^ 

The causal . attribution is not only,, determined by tas'k 
clraracte^isti.cs, but, it can alWlje 'concei^i.ed of a.s a ..Ir- 
relatively iong-term personality trai.t. From-Cf^Jis-al f 

•Attribution Theory (Weiner, 197?) the ^sixth hypothesis is . 

derived, which likewise consists of three parts: • _ ^ 

(6. a) The more teachers attribute their successes iriternaUy, 

the more they change their befiaviftr. 
■ (b.b) The more teachers a-ttribute their successes as 

internally variable, i.e. to their -effort, the more they 

change thei^" behavj^or; 

'(.6.c) The.mo^e teachers attribute their failures as intern- 
ally stable, i.e. to .their lack of abil itie^^ the less, 
they change their behavior. 

Our la^t hypothesis refers to the connection between 
teacher and student behavior. Hypothesis seVen reads as . 

follows: ' * * ■ / 

(7) There are connections between selected variables of 
t.-Mcher behavior and specific, theoretically predictable 

s 

* ^ I c» 

student variables. ' 

. ■ '10 • . , 
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' >^PR'OCEDURE 
■ ' ' • >• 
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/ . •'.w ' . "I . 

In the seiection of 'items for''.t:he indepe;ident -variable 

we' have purpose^Ly noi; drawn upon a t.eachej? behavior whose 

> . be- 



--^^iVecfc infpact on ^tudenfe* achievement would be obvious, 
■ ) . - . ■ ' 

cause we hold an uninodLated cause-erfecf mpdel to be too 
. ■ » .. • . - » 

\ simplistic. We believe'' that teacher behavior produces 

• " ' ■ . i' . . , 

ihtervening'processes 'in "students, -which' in tur<i*have.a . 

* «• ■ - ■ ■ . .. >- . • 

mediating effect on scholastic' achievement.* 

i " ■ ' •' ... " ' ".' ' 

The items f6r the feedback belong, to a class \^itM 

~ , ' '^. - -^-^ 

theoretically uniform, characteristics. According to - 

«. . J . , ' * . .curio&ity ^ . > 

Berly'rie's (a96'0) theor.y of epx^tenilc . - stimulus . . ^ 

' /■ ' ' 

chfiracterdsti.cs such as. novelty, ohang^e, mpongruity, pnd 
surprise provoke cognitive conflicts in the receiving ^indi- 
vidual, -which produce curiosity beha\^ior such. as search for 
new information. The tetxcher behavi_^or /addressed in our i<p»m6 
contains such , stimulus characteristics either dirept,ly, or 
- itJ-eads with ascertain probability to' stimulus' situations 

* ^ whi ol:i have these charactft'ri stics^.' . ' ' ; • 

Moreover, .items were* pref erre'd whose curricular relev- 
ance has already been demonstrated through empiric research 
(see e.g. Rosenshine, 1971, Kounin; 1970).' ^ . ' . . ^ 

Finally, each item should possibly describe directly 
observable r<*sp. low inferent behavior (see Rosenshine, I9?p). 

The following three' of the %h items are listed as 

exajnple's ' . . . . ' ' 

When a .certaiji topic shall be discussed, > the teacher , 

' first presents opposing vievjpoints and then asks the 

students' for their opinion on the tonic/ (Np.7 ) • * ^ 

♦ 

, The teacherv responds .to funny remarks made 6y students; 

the teacher shows that 'he enjoys them, he laughs about 
. them or makes corresponding .remarks (No. 10)., 

0 • • * 
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' . • " . ; ■ ■:, . \ ■ ■ 

*./^When detf-lirig with 9 speciYiq topic,, the te.nohe^r 
. encourap.es clie' students, t^o look f or .corvtra^bu^jions.; > 
to the to^ic irt-variou3Mpurnal,3^, ' ^ ' ' • 

encyclop-aedia 1 e^'C. (NoMH). .' . ■ ^ ^- 

» • 'i . . 

' ' " • kU German language teachers,- tVtCching 7,T?h, to- IOt-h . 

grades, were randomly assigned to the experimental and ^- ^ 
control g.roups. AU teachers wera judged at- timl- tr , 
their- students on 'the n^ltems/ The /terns were Vat ed pn ^ ' • 
'9-point ^rating scales, that ran^d ..from' "never-' ( 0') " through^ 
"onen (.U);^ to "always (8)". The students c/oded .how often, s^- 
in their ojSinion, their own teacher di splayed, the corres- 
ponding' be>vi or; and how'often ideal jteacher "wWd do / 

The teachers of the .exVerimental group received^onV- 
"Wy'ft&r ti,his4iograms of- the judgment of their class 
Is iWdback.^or each, item th\e hisW,rams^>owed^ the «ean - ^ 
of the cl^ss^s judgment as we A as W percentages of the - 
r^esponses for- each category^D4'- the rating scales. V 
In orders- to exclude that behavioral chahge<s would; ■ 

deriVe^ solely -from^ knowledge of the items, the teachers 
in the' .control group received "a list pf the items. 

After f^u^ weak's (t^Mill testchera wera again -^ated 
b>> their students 6n the Hpitems. The differences- between 
the student ratings were used as,^ measure for behavioral ^' " . 

ctiange^. • ' ' , ' - * v * 

•» ' In order to test the hypo^theses derived from . 
Achievement Motivation Theory, the- fbllowing irieasures^were ' 'J 
additionally taken: •. . ' 

' . A?, a measure of tfieir •accouj*tabii;ity to standard of ox-cullouce* 
.(Hypothesis 2), the teachera were presented with the me6n 
,ot' their stlfdents- j^.ments of th^ ideai teacher. The ' " 

\' • 1-2 
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\^ ••■«.. 

teachers sfatmi on an ^-.poirit rating sca.le, how desirable 

they held this^ifeal behavior to be. 



The .degrge |§ whieh the teachers fie^lieved themselves 
to.,be judged" correctly by their students (Hypothesis 3) 
' was measured in the same way. The. teachers checked on a 
*7-point rating scale how correct the mean of the students' 
Judgm^ts of their actual behavior appeared tc them. 
* The long-,term achievement motive (Hypothese^s k and 5) 
I was meas^ured using' a questionnaire developed by MWabian 
y/k (1*568, 1969). 



In ord&i^o measure the subjective difficulty in 
attaining the ideal behavior, the teachers were again 



presented ^dTth the mean .for the ideal behavior. On «an 
8-point rating scale they listed how difficult,, they held 
the 'realization of the ideal behavior to be. 

V In order to -grasp the relati^vely. long-teTm individual 
/ I 

V " attribution tendency (Hypothesis 6), a questiohnaire on 
- ■ "Intellectual AchieVemeat Responsibility (lAR)" was admin- 

* 

istered for our purposes in the form of Weiner and Potepan's 
(1970) modified ..version. 

To examine the connection between teacher behavior and 

O 

the curiosity behavior of students, the students responded 
at time tg to' three more i^ms on their own curios4.ty 
W behavior (again on a 9-point rating scale? e.g., "In the 
German lesson I listen attentively."). 
' , • All measures referring to achievement motivation weraw"^- 
taken after time t^. in order to exclude their effect on., 
the behavioral changes. 
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RESULTS 



« 

The difference between experimental group (E) and 
control group (K) in approximating actual teacher .behavior (R) 
to, ideal behavior (I) was established using the students' _ 



ratings. - 

^ - ' insert Table 1 about here 



Since the means for the "ideal teacher" (E , K 1^, 
K I K l^y are genially higher than the initial values 
victual teacher behavior (E and K R,), the mfferentlal 
approximations to the ideal behavior can be calculated by 
•establishing whether or not l^e averag. differences between 
and R2 ai^e 'larger in E than they are in K. - . . 
• Despite randomization the initial values of all but 
" two items' ar.e higher in the control" gr^up than they are 

in the experimental group. 
■--The. major' hypothesis, that, the teachers in the experl- 
' mental group approximate their beha-vior more, to the ideal 
behavior than the teachers in the control group do. has 
thus been adequately tested by the interaction in a two-way 
analysis ^f variance with repeated mea-.ures on one factor. 
The problem of statistical regres'sion does not apuear 
.inoe the teachers have not-been assigned to the groups .1 • 

because of extreme values. 

Factor 1 is represented by Experimental vs. Control^ ' 

group. Factor ? is the First vs. Second Judgment of the . 
actual tea6her behavior (repeated measure). The hypothesis 
can be held as being confirmed if (D the interaction in 

14 



the analysis of variance is significant, i.e. the increase 
from to is significantly different between K and K 
(see e.g. Kirk, 1968), and if (2) the increments from 
to Rp are IJ^rger -in E than they are in K. 

For each item an analysis of variance was calculated. 



insert Table 2 about here . 

Item differentiates highly significantly between 
E and K, and item 10 barely missed the ^ia level of 
significance; With the exceptions of items 3 and \\ the 
differences are larger in E than in K and thus follow the 
predicted dir^tion-. ' / 

• The major hypofHesis can in addition be tested in 
a single analysis of variance by calculating, the overall 
behavior of each teacher on all M\, items as a sum of the 
item means given by his class. The interaction of this 
analysis of variance has a probability of .08 (P=3.1^, 
dr^=1, dfp=U?) ^' The* increment in E ( = .06) is larger than 
the increment in K ( = *10)? the difference is close to the . 

level of significance, - ^ , 

The following achievement 'motivation hypotheses vjere 
also tested by interactions in two-way analyses of variance. 
The Ss resp. items were divided into two groups by the 
median of their achievement motivation scores (standard of excollonoe 
accepting of student judgments, achievement motive, task 
difficulty, and attribution ) .These two groups make up one 
-factor in each analysis. The other factor was again Ri/Rp.. 
If tho 'hypothesis is tested not with an analysis of variance 
but with*a sign tost (in 12 our I't items the teachers in E 
change more than those in ic)' the 55^-levol of significance 
is reached. 
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By examining th, interactions one can establish whether or ^ 
not the behavioral changes (difference between ft^ and R^) 
discriminate significantly between groups with high vs.- 
low indicators of achievement motivation. 

Since in Hypotheses ? {accepting of student judgments) 
and 3 (accountability of standard of excGllQnce) 
the indicators of achievement motivation can be interpreted 
s characteristic^^ individuals as well as of items, it 
be tested (D whether teachers with high scores in the 
behavioral changes differ significantly from teachers with 
low scores; .(?) whether differential changes occur in items 
with high scores asopposed to items wiih low scores. 
. *^In testing the differences between teachers the item 
sums of the' achievement motivation indicators were.u.ed.^ 
Depending on th.ir scores, the teachers were then asnignid 
to the group above or below the median and it was checked 
whether the overall behavioral changes were larger in 
teachers with high scores than in teachers with low scores. 

Irf order to test the differences between items, they 
wer.,divided into two groups according to t^eir value and 
it w'j tested whether the behavioral changes differ between 

these two groups. 

With the exception of Hypothesis 3 in all hypotheses, 
the scores of the control group Ss were included; it can 
be assumed that they, too, change their Ijehavior becauno of 
imtliiit self- judgments, even though that may be less the 
case than with the .Ss in the experimental group. 



insert Table 3 about here 
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Prom Table 3 it is evident that with the exception o'f 
Hypothesis 2.b there was no 5% significance. Hypothesis 3- a 
barely missed this significance level. In both cases, though 
the behavior did not change in the expected direction. It • 
is conspicuous that in both hypotheses the first measure 
(R^ ) shows a significant superiority of the group with high 
achievement motivation scores as compared to the low-score 
group, which could of course be the starting point of a 

regression effect. 

The three subhypotheses of Hypothesis 3 (task diffi- 
. culty and achievement motive) were tested by the AxBxC- 
interaction 'of a 2x2x3 analysis of variance with repeated 
measures on two factors. The first factor was Ri/R2-, the 
second one was high vs. low achievement' motive, and for the 
third the items were divided i^to ^three groups according 
to their difficulty. ' > 



insert Table [{. about, here 

The AxBxC-interaction is not significant. 

In order to test Hypothesis 6 {:r.elationship between \ 
teacher behavior and student variables) The judgment on 
the items Of the actual teacher behavior were correlated 
with the students V self -ratings of . curiosity behavior on 
the three iteiW. Out of \\2 correlation coefficients, 25 

■were significant on the S% level in the direction of th^ 
hypothesis (Wit^i n=Ltlj. and df=Ul a correlation of over. . 30 

-is significant). . ^ * . * 
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DISCUSSION 

The effj^ectiveness of feedback on the behavioral 
changtes in tea'cher.s cannot be estimated as especially high* 
Still, one effect could be established: In the overall 
behavioral changes the significance wa-s barely missed in 
an analysis of variance (p=.08), as was the case in one 
item (p=.06)., and in another item there ^was a highly 
significant difference between E and K. Moreover, a sign- 
test over the 1 1j. items reached the 5% level of significance. 
The results should be conside.red in the light of a rather 
small sample bf hh teachers. '^Since in such a case extreme 
values become very conspicuous, large error variance^ result 
which make it difficult tq reach a significance level. 

The following finding should be emphasized: the 
teachers in the control group changed for the worse, whereas 
the teachers in^ the experimental group approved only > 
slightly as an average,. There is empiric evidence that 
the Ss of a control group generally deteriorate from the 
first to the second measure. Such tendencies occurred in 
the experiments conducted by Gage et al* (1960), Daw and 
Gage (1967), and Tuckman and Oliver (1968). Possibly this 
can be ^explained by the fact that thfe students have become 
more "critical" at tha second measure. 

One^ can assume that , students do not peroeive their 
teachers in a very "accentuated" way .so that teacheps 
supposedly have to change their behavior to a large degree 
before students perceive that. Because of thai the factual 
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behavioral changes in teachers are probably larger than 
one tends to assume judging from the rating scales ^The 
teachers in E, e.g., improved only by .06' scale units on 
the overall behavioral changes, and the teachers in K 
deteriorated by .10 scale units.). 

Besides, a certain weakness in the method as such .has 
to be taken into account. The various current developments 
in teacher training (micrbteaching, minicourses) seem to 
indicate that a change in teacher behavior requires ihtens- 
ive training methods which address a series of "processes 
with the help of exercise., illustration, imitation, up to 
the development of skills in cognitive discrimination 

(e.g. Wagner, 19714-). . " ^ , 

Consequently, massive behavioral changes as a conse- 
quence 'of feedback may not be likely offhand. Teacher 
behavior -is relatively constant over various situations - 
and curricular conditions., (see, e.g., Tausch and Tausch, 
1971). Feedback, in a sense, has to "assert itself" against 
a tendency toward -constant behavior. 

Internal- emotional and cognitive processes that are 
connected with letting one'self be rated by .others, have not 
>een considered so far. Defense and fear of judgment (see 
Glass, 1975) certainly play an influential role even v;hen 
the teachers participate in the experiment as volunteers 
and show great interest. ' _ / 

In our opinion the question whether it should be 
recommended to teachers to use the feedback technique can 
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answered positively. In^n^^case It *cul. be in.l..ent.d 
in combination with other methods, because it is economic^ 
an^ fosters, the emotional relatlcnsnip between te'aoher and ^ 

student* „ . . 

possibly the feedbac. effects could be further enhanced , 

v,hen teachers and students are conceded a larger part in 

■ its plannin,r and implementation. Finally, teachers could . 

^v^c^ feet of teaching 
be given additional, information on the .effect 

"' in o";5e7:to improve the feedback technique an-d to 
offer a theoretical explanation of the p-'oce.s we tried . 
to find differentia., predictors that discriminate between , 
different behavioral ' changes in different teachers. The 

"a„e.pt at a differential prediction with hypotheses that_ 
had heen.dedu»ed fro. Achievement Motivation Theory, has, 
nowever. not been successful. The >ehavioral chanses .ere^ . 

■ either insignificant or went against the predicted, direction, 
supposedly the differences- can also be. the result of a 

. statistical regression,.because Ss have been assigned to^^ . 
rroups because o^ their extrer.e scores. 

nevertheless It may be appropriate not to drop pre- 
„t.relv the Achievement HotiVation Theory as ah explanatory 
attempt, ^s already mentioned, we could not compare the 
• actualized achievement motivation of experimental vs. 
, control .roups, Thus the assumption that discrepant feedback 
, produces achievement motivation should not be considered 



♦re.Tected. ^ 



In opposition to. the theories on cognitive balance * - 
we. had emphasized the acceptance by teachers of behavioral 
goals as defined by students. Now il turned out that the 
behavior viewed as ideal by students has been aspired to 
by almost all teachers on all items to almost the same 
degree, in replicating "the experiment it would ^thus make 
sense to. include items on which teachers and students 
.differ largely regarding the ideal behavior. Po.ssi.bly ' 
in such cases the critical variable "Acceptance of the 
students' idea^ as level of aspiration for one's own 
behavior" becomes noticeable. ' 

Another hint at the relevance of ■Ac'hievement Motivation 
Theory can be deduced from Centra ' s • (1 973a jb) re sul.ts In 



- thi s- s tuW^^^Teliavi or al change s d ccuFr e|^ oliIyT^ri^'t e ache-i-s 
that had rated themselves' better than .they had been pbrceTvdd 
by theii* students. In the context of Achievement Motivation 
theory, this r^^sult can be interpreted- in the -following 
way: Because of 'the 'information on 'their actual behavior 
these teachers corrected their present state • "downwards" ^ 
SO that a motivating discrepancy between their present 
stato aspired behavior arose. 

The last part of our study dealt with the relationship 
between teacher and student behavior. It has been shown 
that the teachers' modes of behavior selected by us 
coWelated to a large degree significantly with the students' 

■ curiosity behavior. These correla-tions, though, may be 
"somewhat ej^gerated in that both variable groups have been 
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scored by. the same Ss. A strict causal interpretation 
not possible in any,,case, since both variable- groups 
possibly correlate with ,a third critical variable, e.g 
the popularity of the' teticher concerned. 
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Table ^ • ' . 

Means for each item ove^. the teach'et's 6f the e-xperim-jn^al 
Soup \E) and the contro-.l group (K)! Means are listed - 
for the actual teacher .behavior (R) and the..ideal behavior- 
(1) ■ as well as for the meanunes at time t-i ,iK-| ana.i-i; 
and'at time fp (R? and Ip). . ' * * . ' 



1 I <MU 




1 










1 . 


- — ' 












7 'A 




i h 




5,9! 




i 






\ ? 






'i , 






'i ^> 




5,93 










r ^ 




6,2( 


(I 


•I 














> 


[ 'x'l 








5, J' 






, > 7 


> 












,27 






6, SB 




1 0 


h 


, 77 


h 




. .5.95" 




1 1 


1 




[ 


> t* 










, I . 


3 




- 


5, '0 
















^ total 


^ > » 













3 , 7*9 ■ 
3-, ■'35 



.5 -S.^ 

3.i^V. 5,Z9 
5" 26- \ 6,2/ 
5>,p'i b\55 

2.07 't,7I 
3,70*^ 5 5b 



J. ^-7 



7,0? 
5,2S 



5 
4' 

!J 
5. 
• () 

5 
5 
6 
6 
,5- 

6 
5 



2. 

n 

c,y - 

17 
63 
''2 
15" 



■ i ■ 



26 



Table 2 



Me an -differences for each item. from R,. to Rg,, 
.'separately for experimental group (Diff.L) and 
' cbntrol group (Diff.K); P-ratlosiof inter.a,ctiohs, 
error probabilities "for interactions (p), and. mean 
^andard deviation over .all cells- (s). 
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Table 3 

Results of Hypotheses 2,3,lj and 6" 

» 

hypotheses on achievement motivation * ^ ) 
stand; 'excell. (teach>-4, IS , <19 ^ ^5- ^ .,^-,/ 
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stand. exc'ell .( teach )- 
' . 'Vtand" exc ell'^ •( it ems 1 + 
^° stand.'excell. (items )- 



acceptance (te ach 1+ 
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* achievTO, motive + 
achievm^ motive-. 
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\*) + = achievement j^notivV score above the median, 
- = achievement motive scoi^ below tlie median, 
^++)'m^e'^sVandard/deyi^tio^n overall variance analysis cells. 
terror probability -of the. interaction. . 
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• Table h 

Means of cells of the analysis of variance 

ld++ md+++ hdti++ ■ ■ 

High AM+ J.'^k 3.53 ■ ,?..H5 379S ..3.32 • ?,bb 

Low AM "3.83 3.'^^ ?..83 - 3.86 " 3.33 2.6? 

+ Achievement motive, ++ Items with low difficulty, 

+++ Items with medium difficutly, ++++ Items with high 
difficulty. ' . , 



29 



